, 4ndow J ressi ^ i today's Times and Post stories illustrate this further. 2 e made 
preS^LSSnSv questioning of Sloan, got to where he should have 

is the WC method all L ^ p ^ Bte f B8S * md asked the wrong questions or notoe, which 
IV method all over again. He should have questioned the preoseoutor on thise points 
too, as did you ask Mitchell if he knew what the money was toeing spent for? Stans'? why * 
do you not list them as witnesses? Sirica failed to ask Liddy a W wham Sddy^I 

V 1,9,4 a ° t U8e C0Emittee employees , the glaring oSouf 

Via l ® r „ the prosecutor, once he'd gotten this from Liddy in the FBI reports, if he 
uld no v iuid out any other way which committee employee (s) Liddy referred to it was 

S ™ *> «<* or call each in. L.JaTZtcZAt Z 

not “ Ih ” s judge is faking, taking points that he knows will attract Dress 

interest and going the wrong way with them , in pretended vigor. Ee lias conned them- 

" *£*[ , that Sl0 “ 1,111 f ° r « «t auSeS 

N , 121 niegad , act ^!itie3 6 Who would suppose for no reason that any would? 

or could Sloan or any other GOP have had any doubt about the meaning of what Liddy said 

SL 1 * ^ ta "? BS “ WaS earlier *"«. that the five had been 

ve^lltest° C LiddvT e °W be f nd belief - f ^t thing in the a.m. at the 

^ - S referred to as the man in charge. There is to date 

njohing I have seen in the reporting to Indicate that h® was more than paymaster* The 

a • 18 “ was on the *** ^“se payroll, much more tender. I don't know of 

a single supervisory thing attributed to Liddy, a single recruitment, a singLe policy 

decision -not one thing to say he's boss. ..If either or both defense counsel failed to 
questions some witnesses, there is sufficient characterization of the prosecutive effort 
3ft ,’E ■*"“1 f ” 00 — apparent for the story, 

f y - t0 denounce a Jack Person story about the wrong intiali allegedly on an 
unidentified mece of evidence. What difference does this make to the prosecution? The 

JW ?^ a se ? uestered ' tiiere 18 no Possible criticism of the FBI agents allegedly intiallimr 

s&ts’j: zr aluii xr, ^ !«—•*« „ j^srv^ zzit 

f d ®, fa ° ts are as Sllbert 13 quoted as saying, is that the FBI was not responsible 

bSn^Dull^’ Sh"!u r i ert ’ S , 0wn the papers can't tumble to Sat is 

Sff m th ? ^Jf^tality, how some lawyer known to -some paper hasn't 

wised any up, escapes me. I ean£t believe this is innocent. Meyer has been lacing his 

GODV With au^roies+4 nncj -a . ■, 


bur leaving”* <r there® * *Z JALUUJ ' 55 a ^inadequate judicial que S ‘ 

...For what Sirica has so often said so loudly, it seems st 

has not once asked the prosecutor, "Why isn't this in the indictment?" HW 1/24/73 


including to 


r ® ^ dd y and the inadequate judicial questioning, 
Sirica Jaas so oft SB said so loudly* it ssssna strau&eE© 

jtbTLlH. " 1 11. . ■ ■* ■ 1 i Ann , / 
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